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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The manuscript addresses a timely topic linking auditing, fraud detection, internal control, and digital technologies. Its synthesis of AI, analytics, RPA, and continuous monitoring offers a useful view of technology’s impact on assurance and governance. Coverage of cybersecurity, data quality, bias, ethics, regulation, and auditor skills is relevant. Strengthening methodology, source quality, U.S. evidence, and critical synthesis would improve its contribution.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The title is clear, but as a narrative literature review (not an empirical study), it could be streamlined to better emphasize its review nature.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The abstract effectively covers technologies, benefits, challenges, and conclusions. To strengthen it, briefly state the review methodology, search sources/timeframe, and the core research gap or contribution.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- The keywords are relevant, align with the manuscript’s themes, and support discoverability.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- The introduction establishes the importance of digital transformation in auditing and identifies the fragmented treatment of technologies in prior literature. The background would benefit from a clearer conceptual framing of how the five technologies relate to audit quality, fraud risk, and internal-control effectiveness.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4- The objective is reasonably clear: synthesize U.S. literature across five technological domains. Expressing this via explicit research questions or enumerated objectives would strengthen it..
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The literature covers key tech and regulatory topics, but several indirect or non-U.S. references should be better justified or replaced.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The review well covers 2022–2026 literature, but relies heavily on non-peer-reviewed and gray literature; it needs more recent peer-reviewed auditing research.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2- This is a major weakness: the search strategy, screening process, criteria, dates, duplicate handling, and quality appraisal lack detail for a review article and must be substantially expanded.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3- The synthesis is helpful, but too descriptive. It needs more critical analysis comparing contradictory findings, study designs, evidence strength, limitations, and contextual differences.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4-The manuscript identifies useful gaps (quantitative/longitudinal studies, ROI evidence, cross-industry comparisons, AI governance), but these should be more explicitly linked to deficiencies in the reviewed literature.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The conclusion aligns with the main themes and notes both benefits and risks. However, some claims of significant improvement exceed the evidence of a narrative review and should be qualified.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5-The limitations section clearly acknowledges the purposive search, non-peer-reviewed sources, U.S. focus, narrative design, and lack of formal quality appraisal.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2-The manuscript features strong peer-reviewed sources, but relies heavily on dissertations, working papers, SSRN, and incomplete citations. The authors must verify all references and prioritize authoritative peer-reviewed literature.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The manuscript is generally readable and logical, but contains repetitive content and broad claims. Language editing and reducing redundancies will improve precision.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO — revision recommended
The abstract is informative but lacks methodology details. Add 1–2 sentences on databases, period, screening, and main contribution. Avoid framing broad causal claims as established findings of a narrative review.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY — major revision required
Some claims are overstated. The authors should distinguish conceptual propositions from empirical findings, strengthen the U.S. evidence base, detail the review's methodology, and qualify broad claims like "significantly improved" outcomes unless supported by empirical evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO — revision recommended
The reference list is current but uneven in quality and relevance. The authors should verify all citations, replace weak sources with peer-reviewed studies, add authoritative auditing literature, and incorporate relevant U.S. standards and regulatory guidance on emerging technologies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO — no substantive ethical issue identified
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